Introduction
College climate has been defined as the collective personality of a university, college or other organization. It has also been described as the atmosphere which is created by the social and professional interactions of the individuals of the college. As stated by Sargeant (1967) , "Climate may be pictured as a personality sketch of a school. As personality describes an individual so climate defines the essence of an institution…" (p. 3). The college climate serves a crucial role in determining "what the institution is and what it might become" (Norton, 1984, p. 43) . In general, "climate" is to an organization what "personality" is to an individual (Roueche and Baker, 1986) . Moreover, the climate of a university affects the overall atmosphere of a particular institution to such an extent that one can sense the climate present in the university or college almost immediately on entering the buildings (Roueche and Baker, 1986) .
Several implications serve to underline the paramount importance of college climate in the university setting. These implications include the following: the kind of climate that exists sets the tone for the university's approach in meeting stated goals and resolving problems; effective communication necessitates a climate of trust, mutual respect, and clarity of function; climate serves as an important determinant of attitudes towards continuous personal growth and development; climate conditions the setting for creativity and the generation of new ideas and program improvements. Finally, the climate which exists in an organization is intricately tied with the quality of internal processes within the organization.
The above definitions and statements underline the great importance of climate to an institution. Therefore, one could list numerous reasons for studying college climate. First, there is evidence of a relationship between climate and other organizational variables, such as: job satisfaction; job performance; group communication; leadership structure; and organizational commitment as well as organizational performance (Ansari, 1980; Joyce and Slocum, 1982) . Second, knowing the college's climate is considered useful for development efforts within a university. Third, college climate has been found to influence the motivation and behaviors of individuals and, therefore, the quality of their actions within the institution (Likert, 1967; Roueche and Baker, 1986; Schneider and Snyder, 1975) .
Furthermore, the leadership style used by various levels of management will influence the climate which exists within an organization. The importance of these styles as determiners of productivity and as determiners of the degree of satisfaction that employees receive from the performance in their jobs has been well recognized in the research literature. However, in spite of the fact that leadership has been studied for many years in a variety of work settings, there is no one theory of leadership that is universally accepted.
Using a scientific management development approach, Likert (1967) identified four management systems ranging from "Exploitative authoritative" or System 1, to "Benevolent authoritative" or System 2, to "Consultative" or System 3 and, finally, to "Participative group" or System 4 management style. System 1 represents a structured, task-oriented, and highly authoritative leadership management style based on the notion that followers or workers are inherently lazy and that, to make them productive, the manager must "keep after them" constantly (see also McGregor's Theory X and Y). In general, leaders have no confidence and trust in their employees and the employees do not feel at all free to discuss things about their job with their supervisors or colleagues. System 2 represents a work environment where employees do not feel very free to discuss work-related matters but, sometimes, their ideas and opinions are taken into consideration when solving problems. There is also little interaction and communication and, in general, employees feel relatively little responsibility for achieving the organization's goals. System 3 is a management style where there is substantial but not complete confidence and trust. The leader is still in control of decision making; however, employees feel quite free to discuss things about their job with colleagues and leaders. There is a feeling of responsibility which runs throughout the organization and ideas for problem solving are sought. In contrast, System 4 is characterized by a leadership style which is relationship-or personoriented, mutually trusting, and one in which the leader has complete confidence in the followers. This style is based on the assumption that work is a source of satisfaction and will be performed voluntarily with self-direction and self-control since people have a basic need to achieve and be productive. This last management style (System 4) is particularly descriptive of those who work in a university environment where the organization is more of a professional bureaucracy and employees have considerable freedom in the daily management of their work environment.
In his book The Human Organization: Its Management and Value, Likert (1967) and his associates present numerous examples of companies and organizations that had a System 4 management style, i.e. a supportive and participative approach. Generally, these organizations produced better results in terms of productivity, costs, absenteeism, and turnover. The organizations also produced a better climate characterized by excellent communication, higher peer-group loyalty, high confidence and trust, and favorable attitudes towards supervisors. Research findings also supported the perceptions of managers that management systems which resemble a System 4 style are more productive and have lower costs and more favorable attitudes than do those systems falling more towards System 1. Furthermore, shifts towards System 4 were accompanied by longrange improvement in productivity, labor relations, costs and earnings.
Purpose of the study Based on the above, the purpose of this survey was to obtain the perceptions of employees concerning the climate at the University of Cyprus in an effort to promote more open and constructive communication among faculty, administrative staff, and university administration and, in general, in an effort to improve the overall climate at the university. There was also a deliberate attempt to link the rating scale which was used with the survey instrument (described in the next section), with Likert's systems theory. The way the scale and the wording of the instrument items were used followed Likert's approach. Therefore, a response of 1 indicated a System 1 situation in the university and a response of 5 indicated a System 4 situation. In doing so, the college climate would be examined in terms of where it fits according to Likert's theory assuming that a System 4 management style is the one most conducive and suitable to a university environment. At this point, it should be mentioned that even though productivity measures in organizations such as colleges and universities are different than the ones used in other organizations, it is safe to assume that a System 4 situation is more desirable since academic employees will have more freedom to act and be productive and, thus, a positive climate would be conducive to higher work productivity (i.e., more papers published, more grant monies brought into the university, more prestige, more students, better teaching, etc.).
Research methodology
The survey instrument
The personal assessment of the university climate survey (PAUCS) was used (based on Likert's instruments and on the author's previous work with George Baker of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill), as modified and adapted to suit the specific situation currently existing at the University of Cyprus[1] (UCy). Furthermore, respondents were invited to submit written comments so as to elicit more comprehensive information.
Two forms of the survey were used, one for the full-time faculty and the other for administrative staff. The questions on the two forms were identical in terms of the content areas measured but were worded differently in areas which differed primarily because of the nature of the job performed or of the tasks involved.
The PAUCS was divided into six sections or categories. These categories were: 1 formal influence; 2 communication; 3 collaboration; 4 organizational structure; 5 job satisfaction; 6 and student focus.
A total of 48 climate items were included in the 53-question survey instrument (the other five items referred to the respondent's gender, age, length of service and position held at the university). Respondents were asked to rate these items on a five-point scale from a low of "1" to a high of "5." For each item there were two scales. One for what "is" and one for what "should be." The "is" category represented the situation which currently exists at the UCy, as perceived by the respondents (i.e. the way things are). The "should be" category represented the respondents' wishes about what they would like the situation to be (i.e. the way things should be). The gap between the what "is" and the "should" indicated the magnitude of the need in a particular area. In
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Moving towards a quality climate at the University of Cyprus International Journal of Educational Management 12/1 [1998] 14-22 this way, the areas in need of improvement could be ranked in order of priority, thereby assisting in the climate improvement process. The instrument itself has a high reliability coefficient (Cronbach's a = 0.92). The PAUCS was administered and completed by 150 employees at the UCy in January 1996. Seventy-eight of 131 full-time faculty and 72 of 110 administrative personnel surveys were collected for analysis.
Data analysis
Survey responses were entered into a Macintosh computer, using the "SPSS for the Macintosh" software. Analyses were conducted primarily using means, standard deviations, t-tests, and frequencies. The method of "gap analysis" was used to find the areas with most need for improvement as follows: the two means for each one of the statements of the questionnaire were subtracted from each other; the greater the difference (i.e. the larger the gap) the more need for improvement there was. The following five research questions were explored using the data generated from the climate instrument: 1 How representative was the survey sample when compared to the possible response rate of those employed at the UCy? 2 How do personnel employed at the UCy perceive the overall university climate? 3 Are there differences in perception of the university climate among the two groups of personnel (i.e. full-time faculty and administrative staff)? 4 Are there differences in perception of the university climate in relationship to the length of service at the UCy? 5 What recommendations for change and improvement can be made based on the results of the climate survey?
Results and discussion
Each of the research questions is answered below in the order in which it was listed in the previous section. Detailed graphic representations of the results have been prepared to provide the reader with the greatest possible amount of information. This was purposely done in an effort to provide a graphic data presentation scheme which could serve as an example when institutional researchers need to present data for busy board or trustee members who usually avoid reading too much text. Thus, the reader may need only to refer to the graphics in order to get an indepth picture of the results. The narrative following each question serves simply to describe and elaborate on the information conveyed by each graphic. Furthermore, before any discussion begins, it should be stressed that the survey results indicate employee perceptions about reality at the university. Thus, the real situation may not reflect what is perceived by employees (it could be better or worse). However, in any organization, when a situation is perceived in a particular way by any group of employees, then, in their eyes, this is reality and, therefore, it should be treated as such. This is the approach the author has taken in treating and interpreting data in this report.
Question 1
How representative was the survey sample when compared to the possible response rate of those employed at the UCy?
A total of 150 out of 242 or 62 per cent of university personnel (exclusive of part-time faculty and other auxiliary teaching staff) completed the personal assessment of the university climate survey. This return rate indicated university-wide interest in the project. Figure 1 shows respondents broken down by personnel classification, whereas Table I compares the proportion of respondents to the university employee populations they represent.
Question 2

How do personnel employed at the UCy perceive the overall university climate?
The results from the PAUCS indicated that university personnel perceive the composite climate at the UCy to lie between a System 2 Faculty 53%
Professional
Staff 23% Support Staff 24% (benevolent authoritative) and a System 3 (consultative) management style (Likert, 1967) . As discussed earlier, the scale range (1 to 5) included the four systems of management as defined by Likert and used by Baker and Pashiardis in their previous in-depth case studies of other colleges in the USA from 1989 to 1992. As indicated in Figure 2 , the job satisfaction climate category received the highest composite rating (3.48), which represented a solid System 3 or consultative management style. However, it should be noted that item 37 (opportunity for advancement in this organization), which belongs in the job satisfaction category, received one of the lowest ratings among full-time faculty. The same item received the lowest rating among administrative personnel. The collaboration climate category received the lowest composite rating (2.45) around the middle of the System 2 or benevolent authoritative management style. All six composite averages, computed by combining the ratings of both personnel groups, rated the management style between System 2 (benevolent authoritative) and System 3 (consultative).
Figure 1 Proportion of total responses by personnel classification
Question 3
Are there differences in perception of the university climate between the two groups of personnel (i.e. between full-time faculty and administrative staff)? Figure 3 reports composite results according to the six climate categories on all 48 items for the two employee groups. In general, faculty rated only the job satisfaction category higher (3.52) when compared with the rating given by the administrative staff (the difference was not statistically significant however). Communication was rated exactly the same by both groups of employees. All other categories (formal influence, collaboration, organizational structure, and student focus) were rated higher by the administrative staff. Moreover, the differences in the areas of formal influence, collaboration, and student focus were statistically significant at the 0.05 level. This result is in accordance with other research findings which indicate that administrative staff had a slight but consistently higher perception of the organizational climate within the college/university than faculty did (Hartnett and Centra, 1974; Stern, 1966) . Furthermore, Figure 3 reports the overall climate rating for each of the two employee groups. As a group, full-time faculty provided the lowest ratings on almost all of the six climate categories. (SB) . In reviewing each of the items separately, we find that about half (26 items) of the 48 composite ratings fell between a System 2 management style (e.g. a rating of 2.0 or more) and the System 3 management style. The four lowest rated items (within System 1, exploitative authoritative) were: (7) the quality of leader and follower interaction (1.96); (12) the extent to which information is shared (1.95); (22) the use of group problem solving across the university (1.92); (37) and the opportunity for advancement in this organization (2.02). There is a lot of evidence indicating that some of the biggest organizational problems for colleges and universities are communication (in terms of misinformation or no timely information at all) and collaboration problems (in terms of sharing resources or cooperating and co-ordinating between different departments and faculties). This is a clear indication for tertiary institutions as to which direction they should move in order to improve their climate. It is also interesting to note that item 28 ("The number of different tasks that I do") got a negative rating which indicates that there is a lot of differentiation regarding the tasks an individual is expected to perform within the institution and that such differentiation is not desirable, at least to the extent that is currently evident at the University of Cyprus. This is probably true for the UCy because, being a new institution, there is a lot that needs to be done (new rules, regulations, committee work, introduction of new programs) and, therefore, all staff (both faculty and administrative staff) are involved in several different type of tasks at one point in time. One could argue that committee work is present in all institutions of higher education since this is the modus operandi; however, when one is trying to build a new institution one could assume that there is a lot more to be done than there is in an organization which has been in existence for some time.
Question 4
Are there differences in perception of the university climate in relation to the length of service at the UCy?
The data generated from this question are presented in Tables VI and VII . When the composite climate averages of each of the instrument's six categories were compared to length of service on the (IS) some interesting comparisons arise. For example, as can be seen in Table VI , the more years of service faculty members have, the more improvement there is in terms of the university climate as perceived by them in four out of the six categories: formal influence; communication; job satisfaction; and student focus. Conversely, the perception of collaboration and organizational structure get slightly worse as faculty have more years of service at the university. Almost the contrary is happening with the administrative staff (see Table VII ). The climate perception is almost around 3.00 on the 5-point scale on five of the six questionnaire categories when administrative staff enter the university, and things get worse as administrative staff spend more years at the institution. The only section that seems to be getting better as the years of service increase is collaboration among staff, something which is very encouraging. Apparently, staff get to know each other on the job and collaborate as they work together or as they are united by common anxieties and dissatisfaction. What is alarming is that administrative staff feel that things get worse in the areas of formal influence, communication, organizational structure, and job satisfaction. In general, the faculty's perception of the university climate gets slightly better the longer they stay at the university (although still in the area of 3.00) whereas the administrative staff 's perception gets slightly worse (in the area of 2.80) as they stay longer at the university. However, this difference in the means between faculty and administrative staff was not statistically significant.
Question 5
What recommendations for change and improvement can be made based on the results of the climate survey?
One of the primary purposes of the personal assessment of the university climate survey was to provide recommendations for change in an effort to improve the university climate. To accomplish this goal, a "priority index score" was computed for each of the 48 climate items. This score entailed calculating the difference between the average rating for each item on the "IS" scale and the average "ideal" rating for each item "SB." In this way, important areas needing improvement could be identified and prioritized. One way to think about these scores is to see the "priority index scores" as measures of the extent to which individuals and groups can be motivated to improve performance within the university. Thus, in a sense, the gap between the scores on "what is" and "what should be" of each item is the zone of acceptable change within the university. These priority indices were presented in Tables III-V previously. From the analysis of these data, it can be seen that the two employee groups identified five items that were common to both employee categories as needing most and, therefore, urgent improvement. These items are as follows: 12, information sharing across university; 7, quality of leader/follower interaction; 22, use of group problem solving across university; 8, motivation to do my job; and 27, quality of feedback for my work.
Moreover, four of the above-mentioned items (12, 7, 22 and 37) received very low ratings and fall within the exploitative authoritative management system. It is, therefore, of particular importance that the UCy finds ways to address these perceived needs in an urgent fashion. Thus, the following areas can be seen as in need of change:
• The university leadership needs to find ways to disseminate information across the institution effectively and efficiently so that personnel get the feeling that they are informed of what is happening within the institution, especially in matters of general concern. Of course, in a new institution, such as the UCy, this need is even more urgent since things change fast and new rules and regulations are introduced constantly as the university grows during the first years of its existence. This situation has been described by some faculty members with such expressions as "moving sand" and "the situation is so fluid that it 
Figure 6
Administrative staff compiled mean responses -48 items 
Note:
Five of the items listed in this table (7, 8, 12, 22 and 27) are the ones identified as priorities for change from both employee groups
[ 20 ]
[ 21 ] • There is also a perceived need for feedback on their work from both faculty and administrative staff. Though this fact may seem to be surprising, at first, especially coming from the faculty, we should not be so surprised. The UCy, being a new institution, still does not have clear directions for faculty as to how they will gain tenure or how their work is going to be evaluated. It is, therefore, quite normal to be in need of feedback about the quality of their work whether it is positive or negative feedback. The same (even to a greater extent) holds true for the administrative staff, who indicated that the greatest area in need of change for them is item 37 (opportunities for career advancement in this institution). It is true that most administrative positions at the UCy are dead-end positions in terms of promotion. Therefore, some job redesign needs to take place at the UCy so that administrative staff feel that their efforts will be rewarded with promotion. Item 8 (motivation to do my job), which is third on their list of urgent needs for change, is definitely connected with the feeling of going nowhere in terms of their career, especially if the written comments given by administrative staff are taken into consideration .
In short, the above areas needing urgent change indicate where the UCy should concentrate its efforts in the next few years, if the institution wishes to improve its overall climate and, presumably, its effectiveness. The university leadership needs to move fast since empirical findings demonstrate that climate exerts a significant effect on organizational performance (Roueche and Baker, 1986 ).
In conclusion, considerable attention has been devoted in the past decades to the definition and investigation of the notion of a college's climate, culture, atmosphere, personality or ethos (Anderson, 1982) . Whatever the term utilized, a college's climate appears to be one of the key factors in determining its success or failure as a place of learning and it, therefore, merits our attention. It is hoped that this case study could serve as an example of an institution's attempt to "measure its personality" in an effort to improve its overall climate.
Note
1 The University of Cyprus is a fairly new institution. It was created by Law 144/89, enacted by the Cyprus House of Representatives in 1989, and accepted its first students in 1992. It now has a total of about 2,100 students, 131 faculty members and 110 administrative staff.
